EVOLUTION AND IF ALTIL 


[* & previons article on Darwinism! the present writer 
contended that the evulution theary was an auproved 
hypothosis ; mainly, a inass of sromudless assumptions, and 
gratuitous assertions, and that ifs advocates “beg the 
question” byignoring Revelation,and by taking for gvanted 
the points that are most vital to the theory. ‘hie facts 
alleged by Ay. Darwin and his disciples may be facets, or 
may be fictions; but the evalution theory they da not prove, 
Mr, Mivart, a distineuished Catbohie writur, holds, as 
decided) y as Darwtr docs, that the Ligher orgamsiua now 
existing have been evelyed fron: lowers bat his explana- 
tion ef the system differs much from Darwin's. Aly, Mivart 
saw clearly, and exposed fully, the weak points in Darwin's 
theory; ani he elunns for himself the merit of finding a 
remedy for them. He says, “the problem then is by what 
combination of natural laws does a new “ coniman uatiure ” 
appear upon the seene of realized existence? i.e, how is 
an individual embodying such new characters prodaecd.” 
(Genesis of Species, p. 2.) Aud after acknowledging our 
indebtedness to Darwin and Wallace for enabling us te 
approximate to asolutien of this problera, Mv. Mivart states, 
that the object of his book is “to maintain the position 
that “ Natural Selection,” acts, and, indeed, must act; but 
that still, in order to account for the production of known 
kinds of animals and plants, it requires to Le suppleniented 
by the action of some other natural law, or laws, as yet 
undiscovered.” (p, 5.) This “ undiscovered" “unknown” 
internal “law,” which at present science is ntterly incom- 
eteut to explain” (p. 207) is the principal factor in 
Mr, Mivart’s evolution theory, and he refers to it very 
frequently, both in the Genesis ef Species, aud in the 
Lessons from Notuvre, (See Genesis of Species, p, 5, 23, 270, 
274, SLT, 833, and Lessons from Nature, chap. ix., &e.) 
According to Mr, Mivart, then, “ Natnral Sclection ” 
acts Its part in the evolution of new organisins, but that 
part is secondary. ‘ho evolution mainty “ depends on 
some unknown, internal law, which deternines variation 
at special tinies, and in special directions.” (p. 811.) ‘Phe 
action of this mterual law is not, however, wiform, and 
long periods sometimes pass without auy sensible indication 
of its energy. But when conditions favourable to tho 


1. KB, Recorn ( Third Series), vol. v-, p- 584 (Sept). 


Heobition wal faith. 


evohition present thenselvos, the sedden changes,— 
“ jumps,"—are voticed, and these are se considerable as to 
be, “in fact, sensilile steps such as ciserimiuite speries 
from species.” (py. 279.5 Thus do new SPLelus Arise, 
according to Mr. Mivart, [Dy this theary docs die acaount. 
for all the organtsms that have cane inte being, tla body of 
_ the first man amovg them Jp. di, and he tells ns duet chis 
theory is, without any doubt, perfectly ecusistent with the 
strictest, the most orthodox, Christiaan dhealagy ? (p. 5). 
Now, laying aside for aiuoment, the theological aspect 
of this theary, we may ask what is its advirntage, Prom a 
scientific stand-point, over Darwinism pera wud simple ? 
Like Darwinism Ho hus to ineedt thy opinion ot distinguished 
nafnraliats that species are tinuulable, U1 is titended to 
meot the dificulties of “Natarat Selection,” and if does 
so, by rushing Into a difliralty quite as tormileble as any 
of those it secks to crade,—namoly, the asmanption, in a 
scientific hypothesis, of a luw unknown to scicnen We 
know that “ Natural Selection ” can induce some chan gos, 
“though they are inconsiderable; but what the allegect 
“imternal how” can do, is, to us, ke the bow itself, 
absolutely unknown. [fis an assamption, without proof—- 
aconjecture, ff this unknown law be in existouce, how 
- strange that if has shown no sign of its energy sisce man 
first appeared! Tow strange that conditions favourable 
to ifs operation have not appeared daving all that long 
period! If this “amknown law,” plus “Natural Selee- 
tion,” and “faypurable conditions” De competent to 
introduce new species, why is the theory at a efaund-still 
for seven thousand years? Why has evolution stopped 
with man? ‘The alleged “jmeps,” are then “few and 
far hefween:? and asm has never witnessed any of them, 
we have reasonable promis for beng sceptical about 
them. To incet these difficulties evolutiouists will have to 
"try again,” 

In dealing with Ms. Darwin, and his disciples, the 
theological aspect of evolution is castly setiled.  Lawwin's 
theory 18 not inecmipatible with the primary creailon of 
matter, though he wakes no clear reference to it, auc he 
cautiously avoids the question of the ovigin of life. Dut 
the ond aud aim of his theory ia to refite the idea of 


‘intelligent design in the production of any species of 


organism, Je clearly intended his theory to supplant 
Revelation which he completely ignores, Me ignores the 
existence of the soul. Ife holds that man's niental facul- 
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tics and powers differ only in kind from: those of the bnver 
animals, ql are subject to the same process of evolution 
asmin's body. Betweon the affuction of a deg for bis 
master, end the love, revercice, and adoration we pay fo 
God, he secs merely a difforenes In degrea, For such a 
theory it is clear chat faith can have we toleration. Por 
1% Vo dony intelligent design tn creation is fo remove the 
yory foundation of faith. 2%, ‘Che special creslignt of 
Adau's sual is a dograa of faith, 8 It is penetioally 
eertain, also, that the spectal creation of the suut af eneh 
inclividhiel ty adogtaa of Catholic Tiith.  ltis trae Grat an 
opin ance prevatlcd to some extent, aceording to which 
the sent! hike the Daly was supposed to eome frou the 
patouts, This view has been vesivial tn recent tines by 
Frohschammier and seine other German theoalogtans of very 
qitestivnable orthodoxy. And strangely enough Mr. Lilly 
iu his recent work sleatend Meligiow and Modern Thought, 


seoms to reward it as still tenable, It is not tenable. 


it is noteriows)y opposed fo wre almost unanimous 
teaching of thé Fathers, auc of all eminent theo- 
logians; it is ach down as an ervor in a letter of Pope 


Benediet XI to the Armenian Bishops, given in Raynal- 
dus, A.D. PStL; and tt is clearly opposed ta the voice of 
the ordinary megistertiaa of the Chuvel. The opinion is 
theretore altogether untenwble, and consequentty Patth 
tolerates no evolution theory with referouue fa quus sot, 

But the question still ramning, what inay, ar may wef, 
be hehl with reforsnee to the ocius uf, our first parcuts, 
and to tho other works of creation specified in Gonesix. 
May the evolution theory be applied te them, and if so how 
fur dows Wiuith pernut us io go} As already stated, 
Mr, &lvart holes, that the evalniion theory nuiy be applied 
fully to the bodics of our tirsk parents, and of course tu wll 
fowev organisms aswell, Fle does net “inehida in the 
process oF evolution die soul of niin’? Guage 819, He 
adinits the creation in the eiriul sense of each gadivilual 
goul, but he docs bell that this dlowable do toach thatthe 
body of the first aaan war produced by evolution from 
some fuwer anima, and that wher te process of evolation 
hact reachect the desired perfection, Godt inftused Into the 
species so perfected the human gol And this theory 
Mr. Mivart tells us repeatedly “is perfectly cousistent with 
the strictest, the most orthodox Christian theology.” (p. 6.3 

Sone few months ago, a writer in tho Tebles refering 
to evolution seemed to class Mr. Mivart in the same 
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category as Darwin and other well-known eneaucs of 


Revelation. No classtficalinn canld be aiare iifan te 
My, Mivavt; anudttis dificult to sce how anyone who hag 
teacl his works could conta the systems or crinpare 
the mon. fa tact no weiter Iuis vet dealt sneha blow to 
Darwin's system as My, Mivavt bas. Darwin sj pylles lig 
theory toauan in his totality, bods, tind and sani Miyart 
applics it anly to the holy of the lirst qaai,  Diarwin 
excludesall intelligent estes i inthe yw eduction of ovenmisnis, 
Mivarl riaditaius Hie reooseaby of dade Hee utdesign: audhe 
has deriousirated fhe estate neo al auiniedlteonut ffrst cause, 
Tnsuch asaannerasdaacri the enadtiule a aul bclievers, 
Darwin's aysterm depts alt igse rile rank oxfornal acardumntal 
ciromostances: Mivart’s theory dupends uiainky ov detetaal 
lawa, which are noting else than the laws of nature 
instituted and wnaintaedin hasmony by Ahoivhty God, 
Aud therefora to confomad the decries anil their authors 
betrays either a Tameutable want of knowlelge ar tu 
absenee of that epirit of druy plas which is fini 4 tis any 
adversary. One system ig the onslaught on Revelation of 
a professed enemy; the othor isa w eli. meant, if mistaken, 
¢flort of a loyal son ef the Churel lo defend Revelation 
‘gwainst the allegod difficullics ofscicnce. Vo adit so much 
is Int bare justice to My, Mivart, though if is very dar from 
admitting tho orthodoxy of dis theory.  btis theory ts that 
Iran ancl all olber greanisiis were produces lny 8 derivative 
ereativn,” whiel, hese, TIVES GTt ly etlu at ihe pre- L risting 
matter has feet erentod with the potatiality tu valu 
froin it, mader suitable com tious, all the yarious forms it 
sub sequently assumes”? (Genesis af Species, 201). itis, he 
says, Seinily the Divine aehen by and ‘through natural 
laws" (p. Bild, & the aperuion ol haw which owe their 
foundation, Institution and nimintenanes ” to God (p, 318), 
It is, hesays, “ the creation by God of turmus, nut cs endsting, 
but ds potent uy fo be subscqaciuiiy evolved tntu actual 
existence by fle dae concurrence anckagency of tho varions 
powers of nature.” (Aessons fron Aint 491.) ff ltt then 
according to this view, the erention of num and af otter 
organisms dmples no fuvaptatd aking ap the peut of Crod, 
other than iis co- operalion with the dawe of weaftare in 
evolving front imation certain powurs ingerted in it at its 
first creation. And this view, Mr, Mivart holds, satistica 
fully all the requirements of faith, This is certainly going 
very far with evolution. The Abbé Maigno the Jatest and 
avery able Catholic authority on the subject, thiuks that 
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it is going too far. After stating Mivatt's views, he Says, 
«pour moi c'est deja trop” (Splendeurs de la Foi, vol. 2, 
Appendix «. page 14). Now tu testing the orthodoxy of 
this theory there is, happily, no nced to discuss orchids and 
troglodytes, or the various families of the Lemandac: we 
need not tvonble ourselves with the whereabouts of thie 
“ missing lnk ;” we canapply to it the unerring rule, * quod 
semper, quod ubique, quod ab onurbus;” aud if, tested lay this 
rule Mr. Mivart’s theory be found wanting, then his scientific 
speculations must be angound. ‘There are of course many 
scicutitie theericy of which Revelation takes no account, 
Dut the question at issue bere~-the origin of man-—is one 
essentially aud directly within the province of Revelation, 
and consequently if Catholic teaching on the pot be clear, 
it must be also decisive, Now Catholic teaching doas 
seem clear on this point to such an extent as to forbid the 
application of the cvolution theory to man. We may not 
be able to point to a solemn definition of a General Council 
or ta any authoritative decree of a Noman Pontiff, asserting 
the immediate formation of the bodies of our first parents ; 
but this is by no means necessary. For if that imusediate 
formation be asserted by the voice of the ordinary magis- 
teriem of the Church—the ordinary teaching body—then, 
are we as strictly bound to believe it, as if it had beon 
defined by a General Council or by a Pope teaching ex 
Cathedra. This is clear from the Constitution © Dei lilius ” 
of the Vatiean Council: “Porro tide Divina et Catholica 
ea omnia credonda sunt quae in yerbo Dei seripto vel tradito 
coutinentur, at ab Meelesia sive solemni jucticio sive 
ordinirio et universal. magisterio, tanquain divinitus revelati 
credenda proponuntar.” (cap. iii.) Aud Pins LX. ine letter 
heaving date December 21st, 1868, and addressed to the 
Archbishop of Munich, says (hat we owe the obudience of 
faith mot morely to the solenn definition of Councils and 
Popes, but also to the voice of the ordinary magisterium 
of the Church, reaching us through the constant and 
universa) teaching of Catholic Theologians; “ad ca gnagne 
extendenda qhac ordinario totius Meclesiae peor orbem 
dispersae magzsterio, tanquam divinitus vevelata traduntur 
tdeogue wuversali et constunti consensu, a catholicis theolagis 
ad jilem pertinere retinentur,” This same trath iy jplied 
in the condemnation of the 22nd proposition of the 
“Syllabus.” Now the theologians, and teachers of the 
Catholic Church assert with the most extraordinary unani- 
mity, the immediate formation of the bodiesof our firstparents, 
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and by that formation they understand an action, distinet 
both from the primary ereativn of matter, and from the 
concurrence which God aflurda to the working out of 
Nature's laws, Such unanimous teachiug is, according te 
the Vatican Counwil, and Prus UX, ebligatery upon as, and 
consequeifly we are not free te hil dhe evolution theery 
even with reference tn the bedy of ihe first ama, 

So direct, so precise, so cireumsiantial, is the Seriptural 
account of mau's creation, that, if the evolution theory 
were trne, the sacred writers, if they intended tu cleceive 
va, coulil not have chosen bingaaee butter cateulebocd to 
effect that cml: And the bord God fermed iin ont af 
the slime of the varth,’-- Geno 2,7. Thy hands lave 
made ue, and Fashioned mo.’-—--/of, ¢ 10, 4.8. Now the 

_ ordinary meaning of such texts (and they ave yery 
numerous) Is niuguesonably the dvmediate formation by 
Gol of the bodies of Adam and Eve. And on this ordi- 
nary meaving we can insist, unless the evolutionists show 
that there is safficient reasou for departing frou: it,  Lhis 

+. theyhuve not done. And consequently Ue prima facie 

.° Sertptural view of man’s creation need not be abandoned 
for that “serdes definite” ol hypotheses, and conjectures, 

*, aud possibililics, which make np the sum total of the 
evolution theary. 

The tuaching of the Fathers on this question has been 

- amalyzed by an exceedingly able writer in the Dublin 
| Review for duty, 1871. Ile sins up as follows: “© There is 

Ho need to say that the whole schoalof Pathers, which has 

~ been called the School of St. Basil, takes for granted that 

‘Adam's body was formed by the trmuediate act of God,” 
(p. 10.) And to say the whole of this school ia, he says, 
“nearly the same as saying the whole * (reditie Metrum?” 

‘And, after discussing the views of St. Augustine, this 


writer conchiles thus; “Ail those reasons combined 


woulkl make it—we are incluicd to think—at least rash 
_and dangerous to deny that the body of Ack was forned 
famediately by Cod, and qiisi-instantancously out of 
the earth.” (p. 22.) An cxanunation of the writings of the 
Fathers will uuquestionalily bear out the statemonts of 
this able writer, We shall Gail the namiereous lolowars of 
St. Basil holding the literal meaning of Gew e. 2, +. 7. 
We shall find all the Fathers without exception aceord- 
ing to Suarez, holding the immediate formation of the 
body of Kive. We shall find many of them, like Vertallian, 
St. Chrysostom, and St. Cyril of Jerusalem, admiring the 
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formation of man’s body ag a special work of Divine Qunni- 
patence —a. special work of Cocl's own hands, Again, we 
shall find iuany of them cliscussmg: the question whether the 
ministration of ANTE Hs avte@ht have been employed in 
forming the body of the fivst tian, The vast Majority of 
then teny such winistrartan, and regard man's body as 
the work of God alone. Rut even those who faveur the 
wwinistretion af the angels, tinply that man's body was 
fomsed by a speciaf action, distinct from the first creation 
of mutter, and distinct also Prom the ordinary operation of 
vatuce’s hawa, ‘Phe only oue of the J: sul lows, will veered 
ta whinn there can he any hesitation, Is Nt. Angasting, 
wiht is teeanted diy * Christtan evolutionists "as tlio uuatas 
stay of their ortherloxy, In explaining dus theory af 
shaalinneouy ercetlon, Bt aie holds thal, al the 
primary creation of bitter, Cou created all things; aot, 
eorfainly, iu the perfect s tate in which they subsequently 
appa but in whet he culls their * rtiones se minales,” or 
“cuusies.”? Tho difficulty, then, is to detorminu what 
St. Angustine meant by those * pationes semiuttes.” Le 
himself does not tell us Lis language is cbseuro. He 
hesitates, fe admits the diffieulty of the subject be is 
treating, ‘hey were in some sense the gorms of future 
orginisrus: but he does not anywhere soy that these erornia, 
by. the sole powers then imparted te “uatire, de veloped 
inte al) the forms of organic lite that sabsé sgnently arose. 
On the coutrary, hho makes statements whieh ave quite 
iucompatible with any such view. Tle hokls the special 
and inunediate formation of the body of Eve. le clearly 
insinnates that Adain first appeared as a full-grown musa, 
Andin the very treatise from which the difliculty arises, 
he has the followi ing remarkable passage : « Ht vleneta 
nrind: hujus corporet habent delintumn vim qaalitatenmne 
suam quid minting Mode valuat vel non vilrat, quid de 
quo fievi possit, vel vou possit, Mx lus velut primordits 
rerual, CYL Ay CUUELG + eT eawibar ATO qlod us fouapore Gxurbus 
prac STINE] ULC SU elutril , tines ue oof lee TESOL S341 an jas ue 
gonoris, Unde fit ut a yrare Oitier non rescation fitar, vel 
de fulns (vitiec un, vel de ei homo, vel de houtin’ pecus,” 
(Glen, ad Lit, 2.16, Hb 9.) This is a clear assertion that 
in the or linaes eaurse of nature species are fixed— 
unchangoable—and fixed in such manner as to be quite 
incompatible with the evolution theory. ‘The saint then 
goes on to refer to the extraordinary changes which may 
cecur in organisms; and these, he says, are duc, not to 


aad Saar 


Evolution wad faith, 763 


any natural energy in the organisms, but to tlie fuck tint 
at their creation then, ubiare wus Muinadia obudicut tu a 
higher will: * Ot non Aaec dicborceé i mista matical. sud 
Ha G0 Tek que His Greta Get, WR Curlin eile 4 obindivtd 
potention: amplins subjecerct.” (ee et Tb weal secn 
then, that accordine tu Rt Atizustine, juatier, af is 
Creation was  eolusyed whith wil  theelociaqns calf 


© pokenbla Obcdtte sla aye ileule, Tu vintage af wiielt it 
may be furuie:ld inte ans wliiann whivl Go Inay dolor 


nine do creates Amel ado ds iu tlie sequse: precisely thief 
St. Pheoais nacterstands Hie expressiait reatioues cesates of 
St Augustine. Ta the ‘Manas? fp. f, a. Sy a 83, 
nt. ‘cin: is junlintains the tamiediafe erecta of Acuiua's 
body; wand he quotes, agao abjection, the cxpresdan of 
St. Augusime, whieh lie ganas oF as fuliews: 8 Ad 
quartin teendarn quel pecsnedatm radéares ettseedcat Vt 
ereatuiis dicta abaynid pre er walmphelter ; uno mode 
Kecoudum potentian: activin ct passiviua, ut mom solum 
Ox inatcria preecxistent? fied poasif, sed clam ul alia 
pre-existeus ceoatara hue ficure possit, Ao nigra ascend ean 
protentian passivan taninna ut sarieet de materia jrae-ceisienté 
Fiert possit ¢ Meo: ef hoc modo, ceenudim clugustauum, corp es 
hoviinis prcene.cixtit In apercues perce: netia necundan eausales 
Phiis AIptran In watter is ust au active enersy, 


patones 
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It PErO-SUPPuBCS the action al a 
fornuttion al orgunisim. Noo one, uf course, thinks off 

sayiice that St. Augustine hell the deetrmect evoliatton, 
No nirel dooefrine could lave eeenrred in a Bat 
Att. Miyavi, who relies on hin, as well as on Se. Phomas 
z ahlishing the Seles of tlie Caees 


etheory, says of all of them: § "Phose wirlturs asserted 


abstrict piiciples sich as can perlectly furwwaize with 


the reaiveuonts of jiodern science, and tutve, as ik were, 
advanced 


provided for the reeepl tun af oTfs  maicist 
naar ee ios.” (Lessons fro ANutare, p. A935) But af 
Aneusting merely taughé (as lis owr w Hae sce to 


Paris and as St. Themis dsfinelly asseris} that Gad 
created waiter wile i © potritie chedicnteiia, ov au innate 
aptilu ile for the furuation af erpambuns, pre-saypippoing a 
ecompotent. eunse—then such a view fewite fe supp, 
wlerds so foundatiun, to the crolution theory. snl 
wihatevor St. Augustine's puinciplus were, itis not fair to 
quote him for ihe orthodoxy of toucts that go altagether 
beyord lis prouciples, and that centradiet doctrines 


which he explicitly maintained. Ib follows, then, that 


t 
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St, Anguatine cannot be quoted as opposed to the © traditin 
Patrwn,” asserting ihe immediate fonmation of the bodies 
of our first parents, 

Passing from the Fathers on to the great Crtholic 
theologians, testimony to the immerliate formation of the 
body of the first man becumes more direet aout explicit, 
Many of the Fathers referred to the question ouly tudireethy 
and accidentally, ‘The theologians treat it professedly. 
St, Thouins, as alraardly stated, maintains the devtrine, aud 
explaius the apparent difficulty ef St Angnatine's expres. 
siouin the language given ahove. Suarez witintauss if, 
aid holds ik fo lie Catholic doctrine (Open. Sau Déerun, 
lib. 3.1). Se Thoanas ad Suarez are quoted as asserting 
“principles that cun perfectly harmonize? with evolution; 
but jkis perfcatty clear they have held doctrines whieh 
caunut has monize” with evolution a all, Berti, a zealous 
disciple of St. Augustine, held the doctrine of inonedicte 
formation, Ne says, “fait practerea Adae fornmtic opus 
solins Dei; and after qnoling St. Augustine Atimself, to 
prove his views, he adds, “ Hoe altisque exemplis, probat 
Sanctus Pater, Qpificem omuium  sfatim formasse 
hominem adultun” (lib, 12, ¢. 2). And yet Berti 
is quoted for opposite views by Mr. Mivart! stins 
(Sext., lib. 2, d. 17}, Becanns, Billuart, Widinan, all held 
this doctrine of immediate forroation. And it is no sniall 
sutistaction to find a distingnished Trish theologian, John 
Punch, of Cork, learing the following explicit testimony 
to the same truth. In lus Theologine Cursus Liteger (e 
Op. Sea Dierum, disp. 17, q. 3, ¢. 25, he says, “ Dico, si Dens 
se sine miniaterio Angelorun: ercavit reliqua animantia, ita 
dicendum etiam de honing” Phe testimony of theologians 
fo this truth may be multiplied a bundced-fold. Dut 
it is needless, [t is the teaching, express ov implied, of 
therm all. Dat, inasmuch as the authorities already quoted 
coud not have contemplated the evolution theory, it is 
worth whilo to quote some who have written since that 
theory arose, aut who have disenssed its theolugical 
bearings, Perrone, a writer as renarkalite for moderation 
as for acenraecy in stating Catholic doctrincs, maintains the. 
immediate: formation of the bodies of our first parents, 
and says that it apperteins to Faith, « Propositio spectat ad 
fidem ” (De Deo. Cz, p. 3,¢.1, Prop. t.)  Ubaldi, the prosent 
distinguished Professor of Scripture in the Propaganda, 
holds the doctrine (In. in Sac. Serip., vol. Ist). Mazzeila, 
the distinguished Jesuit Professor of Doginatic Theology, 53 
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at the Roman College, has studied and mastered the 
evolution theory; and in his book “De Deo Crcante,” he 
quotes farecly from Al. Mivart, as well as froin Darwin, 
Wallace, and Thompson. In answer fo the question, how 
the first haman budy was farnicd, he sayss “Cai quagstioni 
theoloyi, insistentes vuctoritait S. Seripiarce ex unaniie SS. 

tate inderpredctione itellectas, uno ere respondent, carpus 
hominis primo expormatuue fuisse per directune eb inenediutane 
Det actionem, distinetam tum a prinviaateriee erecitione, bane 
concurs guen Deus, causa prinn, precheé senunedarunn 
cesar operations.” (Disp. &, Art) And a fow pages 
later on (p. 346) he plunly slates, thal denial of this 
doctring is either heresy, er very closely allied to it. 
Professor Laivy of Louvain, who is also well real in 
the literature of evolution, says in his Commentary on 
Genesis, vol. i, p. 155: “ Mrronee igifur putavit, ub mihi 
quidem videtur, doctas vir Georginus Mivart, doctrinam 
asserentem corpus hominis ternunum fuisse cujusdean 
trausformationis animalis v. g. Sinui, cut Deus infuderit 
annnane inimnortalem, non repigoauare narrationi crealionis 
hominis.’ And at page 179, he lays dowa the doctrine of 
- immediate creation in the words already quoted from 
~Mazzella ; and he adda, “ Unde sequitur errare omnes trans- 
formistas, qui volunt entia omnia yiventia, etiam hommem, 
ow wb aliqaot tormis infcrioribus, vel cellulis, quas 
Deus creaverit.” Professor faungman, of the same 
University, says: “Absque dubio dogma Catholictum: hoe 
eat, primos lionines inmediate a Deo conditoes esse” (Do 
Doo Creat, p. 151). And at p. 157, he quotes the opinion 
of Mr. Mivart, and says of it: “ flaud dubium nobis est, 
tlian opinioncm peniles ease rejielendan, neo sales doetrina 


Theologion sant eam trneri posse.’ 
Now, in the face of this consensus of Catholte teaching, 


what becames of the boasted * orthodoxy ” of the evolution 
theory? Whiat beconies of the assertion, ‘‘ that the strictest 
Ultramontane Catholics are perfectly free to hold tlic 
doctrine of evulution ?’ (Lessaus from Mature, d30,) Be it 
freely granted, that the authurittes cited abuve are not ag 
deeply read in biclogieal science ay are the advocates of 
evolutiun; but if the teaching of the Catholic Church Le 
what the aboveenamed anthorities say it is (and it certainly 
is so), then no Cathoke can adinit the fred or the orthodoxy 
of the evolution theory as applied to man, That theory 
denics in the formation of the first man’s body any imme- 
diate action of God, uther than the primary crcatiou of 
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matter, endowed with certain powers, aud His co-operation 
with the working of Nature's laws. On the other 
hand, Seripture, Fathers, Theologians, Preachers, all 
teach, and the simple faithfn) have always nudicsitatiugly 
believed, that the first man wes formed by «a «rect 
immicdiate act of Almighty Ged-—an act distinvt trom the 
primary ereation of matter, and from God's conenrreice 
with Nature's lawe. And according tu tho Vatican Council, 
and to the letter of Pius IN. adveady quoted, such constant 
universal teaching, ranks as Catholic dectrtue iufallibly 
trac, obligatory cr all chthdren of te Church; and there- 
fore any doctrine Ineuinpatible with Chis teacliug: has ua 
chunt fo he regarded as orthodox. If follows, then, 
inevifably that as dar as man is cancersed, sun) ae bady, 
faith petiuifs no coquatting with dhe evolution systema, 
With the application of the evetution theary to 
orgnuisnis lower than tan, Uacology is not muoh, if at ail, 
converned. The writer in the Dudédin Kevin, says tliat it 
jg not against faith so ta apply it: but he does vot adit, 
nor (us his words seen tu meat) coca be believe that 
ihe theory is true, even of lower orgauismes. It certainly 
ig not proved even of them. A good deal of variation is 
proved, but the cvolution of oue species from auvther is 
not proved; and, according to some of the best nutharities, 
wannol. be, Dut with this aspect of the question ‘Phoulogians 
do not much concern themselves, though Professor: Larey 
and Junemun, of Louvain, beth bold that the application of 
the evolution theary, even to plants and animals montioned 
iu Gonesis, is incompatible with the true meaniog of the text, 
And now the question may be put, what lias science 
yet discovered that is invompatible with the inclependent 
creation of species? Nothing, simply. [s there any probe 
ability of any such discovery ti ile future? Very nrany 
mest eminent scicutists tell usihere ia net, Are we flen 
to aluidon the faith of all past ages for the dreaniiigs of 
afew would-he philesopliers of the present day, who are 
bhuteil by excessive light? Are we to ber and strain 
Revelation to suit. the speculations of eyun well-aeaning 
wien? The Catholic Chirch welcomes every fregh accession 
of knowledge; she biesses and honuiis the vetarics and 
prometers of real science: but she reminds dlem, in the 
words of Ps IX. that in their search for knowludge 
Revelation must be theie guiding star  “ Catholiei earnm’ 
(Sctentiarum), cultores, divinum Revelationem, veluti 
rectricem stellam prac occulis habeant oportet, qua prae- 
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lucente, sibi, 2 syrubus ef crroriias caveant” (Lelter to 
Archbishop of Mawich, Dee, 21, 18838.) Phe Chivel has 
scon many Gcnemics, has Witnessed may revelations, las 
braved many storms; sud whichever suience, © talsely 
go culled,’ clashes sO ulus TI 


with hier deposit of faith, sis 
with bold duffant front. She docs mot telerute it, aur ceoess 
she for it. 


And from the issacoof «ited candiicis im the 
past, we can well infer what shill be thie issae at any sich 
in tho future. When maay af io bielogical speculations 
of air tung will bere prone down tnt ils erave da whieh 
Chostigisin Has tulle atic, Porwobtes the Charele of God 
will be what slut has ever ae ny lane Hee Dotaebeation, dire 
sole faibliful, forrtess, wiles, foselter, anid gnardtaa of all 
revealed trate. Phak soyie or {his sudvon ates of uyidution 
mean well tu the Clarch is quite certaiiy bat fle aception 
of this theory by Catholius is ® a new fishiou of an old stu.” 
ff is an instance of a tendeneay dled is becomiug too 
connmup—thit of ininimiziog Catholic doeteine—ol diluting 
3b, BO as Lo ate the tastes of a class of pursons Froue whom 
the Chureh has nothings to expect and nothing to fear, 

“At talom consuctudingm non habemus negitey Heclosia 
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RAYER, as we know, is one of the principal dutios at 
man fo bis Crottur; aud iis as a duty that inen 


cournenly regard it Vet th is well to roacmber that 


bests being oulady itis also a privilege, auch the mere 
plivilugye of peayer ig samuthing very wenide ef. Dregne 
Is OUL Gal tla event lumeufal forces ol! thes spividad orden, 


and, perhaps, because if Isse, itsecus to dollow the Law 


ot Lhe: gveal physical forces of the universe, ta fhat dé 


attvects very liffle notice, or at all events, 
express noticed drome those who aro incest finailin vowlin 
The suretao and fhe sunset-the malutidinens prowl 
that gous on uight and day apoan the fave of the earth— 
all that is most beantiful, and all that ds gost posverdud, 
have become so voiunonplace, that they are suarecty 
noticed. Those who see them oftenest are least strech 
by them, aud never seem to dream of their beauly and 


‘their power, 


very lithe 


